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into a revolutionary  force in the  continual struggle for lim ited bu t ever expand­
ing dem ands.
Such a program m e of unity  in action will quickly leave behind the  demagogues, 
doctrinaires and  sectarians of the New Left, along w ith their counterparts in the 
Old Left, m ou th ing  slogans a t each o ther in some dingy office, while the Real 
Left, old and new, marches on shoulder to  shoulder to victory.
A r t h u r  W . R u d k in
VERBAL VIOLENCE
AS ONE OF TH O SE REVILED in Max T eiclnnann 's d iatribe  on the  authors 
of T h e  Australian New  Left and A New B ritannia  (A L R  No. 30), I should 
appreciate some space in your journal, no t to defend specifically my chap ter or 
those of my co-contributors (How can one respond intellectually  to tasteless 
calumnies!), b u t to say som ething abou t th e  im p o rt of T eichm ann’s incongruity 
of th ough t and tone in  a wider sense. U nfortunately , his style of virulence 
is sym ptom atic of a grave recrudescence afflicting the  en tire  spectrum  of Aus­
tra lia ’s Left, th rea ten ing  to kill any m eaningful revitalisation.
My condem nation of his style does not m ean th a t I am opposed to fragm enta­
tion on the  Left, or th a t I wish to gloss over real differences, or th a t I am 
unprepared  to debate differences openly if th a t is w hat some people would 
like to do. Q uite  the contrary! But I do dem and m inim al standards of civility. 
I cannot understand  why we m ust verbally assassinate one ano ther on the  way 
to o u r m ore hum ane socialist world. In fact, after twelve years com m itm ent 
to various left-wing struggles, I ’m m ore convinced than  ever th a t rhetorical 
totalism  is no t too far removed from physical ann ih ilation , and is definitely 
not one  of the  roads we are seeking. If we are repulsed  by the  v ituperation  and 
the  ru n n in g  amok of a Knopfelmacher, why do we resort to  the  same type 
of behaviour am ong ourselves — or even against ou r right-w ing opponents?
My first encounter w ith this phenom enon of (shall we call it) ‘verbal violence', 
and the realisation of w hat it can lead  to, occurred in  the U nited  States when 
I was working as the  regional d irector of the New E ngland Com m ittee for a 
Sane N uclear Policy — better known as SANE. T h is was back in  the  still 
very frigid Cold W ar years of 1960 and 1961, when SANE was being torn 
asunder by investigations from Senator T hom as D odd’s In terna l Security Sub­
com m ittee. As we were hauled  before his Com m ittee, tensions m ounted  w ithin 
SANE, terrib le  rifts developing along ideological, personality, and policy lines. 
W e may have loved peace and m ankind, b u t we sure hated  each other. I can 
recall one fatal m eeting where the  invective became so heated  th a t some of the 
m ore sincere haters actually  exchanged blows and  shoves (a scene repeated , in 
only slightly m ilder form , at last year’s May M oratorium  in Brisbane). If  the 
comrades inSANE (one word this time) had been carrying nuclear bombs, 
one wonders if  they  would have ended up th row ing  them  at each other. I t  was 
as if the words — “ Kill, kill, kill for peace!’’ — popularised  in the song by the 
Fugs, were really  in tended  for us.
W hy tell this little  tale — a searing experience for one individual? Because 
I see its contradictions and their consequences reflected in  the  am bivalence of
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the  T eichm ann style. As a person presum ably dedicated to socialism, I assume 
he is interested in  exposing w hat he  regards as th e  au th o rita rian  features and 
argum entative weaknesses in  some of the  New Left w riting  (a legitim ate 
exercise to be sure), yet in the  process he lapses in to  abuses of analysis and 
nam e-calling th a t reveal in him self the  very qualities he is deploring. Not 
only does lie com m it wholesale verbal violence th a t discredits his academic 
competence, bu t he invites re ta lia to ry  gestures of hate  from those against whom 
he has railed. Like civil war, the ideological fratricide  of th e  Left, when it 
commences, usually tu rns ou t to be th e  most vicious of political conflicts.
All of this, of course, rests upon  the assum ption th a t T eichm ann is a socialist 
o r strives for socialist objectives. Many on the New Left w oujd no doub t 
disqualify him  as a ‘tru e  socialist’ because of non-revolutionary credentials. 
T h u s the  verbal violence w ould begin its escalation. H e m ight re jo in  by calling 
us ‘pseudo-socialists’ — a t least M cQueen and his followers who he has typed 
as “ left au th o rita rian  m isanthropes” , w ith a final p ronouncem ent of “ Left 
Fascist”, heading for the  "N ew Siberia”. T h e  rest of us, particu larly  Osmond, 
O 'Brien, and myself, h e  has lum bered w ith the  ep ithe t of “ U topian  Socialism”, 
pejoratively defined — when applied  to us — to m ean m em bership in  “a lonely 
hearts society” or in  a "d ile ttan tes’ association ", "shorten ing  the  p a th  to tem por­
ary intellectual em inence", w anting  to “storm  the toilet blocks" of the  un iver­
sities, purveyors of “ Studies from a Dying Sub-C ulture”, m otivated  to cite 
em inent left scholars “as evidence of wide reading and radical respectability” 
and “as brom ides to sedate th e  critical reader”, and so on, and so on. We are 
even guilty of a “p articu lar narcissistic form " of radicalism  th a t “constitutes 
a branch of social-climbing". Whow!
Accompanying th e  epigram s and epithets, a spate of smears are spewed 
forth  as a substitu te  for analysis. Peter O 'Brien gets tarred  with the  Nazi brush, 
because he has stated th a t “ there  is a need of iconoclastic and symbolic acts, and 
the need to inject the  m axim um  am ount of cu ltu ra l and social tension in to  
lhe  society". T o  which T eichm ann rem inds his readers: “These, of course, 
were the Nazi tactics, before their  revolution. Im ita tion  is th e  sincerest form 
of flattery . . .” H ere is tru ly  a place to apply one of the  syllogisms th a t 
T eichm ann has so unfa irly  invoked against McQueen.
1 am scalded “for pouring  cold water 011 coalition strategies (requires an 
ability to get on w ith people)", when I have been very careful to qualify  and 
specify my rejection of alliance form ation. A ttentive reading, though, does 
no t seem to be a T eichm ann Jorte. W hat he does to M cQueen is really 
frightening, b u t I ’ll not pu rsue  those transgressions of reality , since McQueen 
is m ore than  capable of defending him self (if he thinks it w orthwhile). I am 
concerned, however, a t a pa ten tly  false charge directed a t my integrity . Giving 
me the  to ta lita rian  trea tm en t, T eichm ann claims th a t I “speak of the  need 
10 penetrate various organisations with a view to taking them  over by stealth. 
T h is” — he continues — “one remem bers, was the  old-style CP scenario. W ho 
arc the cynics and m anipu lators now?” Since I say no th ing  rem otely suggesting 
m anipulation , it m ight be interesting to see exactly w hat I do  say about the 
‘why’ and ‘how ’ of p en etra tin g  organisations. In  a passage leading up  to the 
section on the  “T ransform ation  of Existing In stitu tions”, the  following is 
stated:
T h e  revolutionary goal becomes the  actual life style of the  revolutionists.
Since they envisage a life w hich focuses on experiencing th e ir  hum aneness,
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their political activity (to borrow a description from  R ichard Farson) "will 
be experiential, ra th e r th an  u tilita rian , and  the  purpose of life will not 
be to use themselves for u lterio r goals, b u t to  experience themselves, no t to 
use others, b u t to experience others, no t to use their environm ent, b u t to 
experience it in the  fullness of its possibilities for richness and beauty”. 
T h u s confrontation  — while directed towards the overthrow  of institu tional 
arrangem ents and modes of th inking — does no t include the  ann ih ilation  of 
persons. T h e  practising and realisation of th e  vision m ust go on sim ultan ­
eously w ith the  confrontation. T h e  two are inextricably linked. Persons 
cannot be sacrificed as things. One cannot postpone the revolution lo man 
un til a fte r the  revolution for  m an has been achieved.
W hile one can endure  puerile  and  tedious ep ithets like “Anatole France 
Lem m ings’ League” and “ the Barber's Cat Self-Im provem ent Society” simply 
because they are puerile  and tedious, the b la tan t desecration of tru th  in con­
junction w ith th e  assailing of one’s character is som ething else again.
If the T eichm ann  piece is a paradigm  case of verbal violence — the above 
representing  only a small sam pling — some of th e  tracts and rem arks pouring  out 
of o ther sections of th e  A ustralian Left are also afflicted w ith the  disorder. A 
Qld. Peace Com m ittee official and a p rom inen t trade unionist, for example, 
told a public  m eeting th a t Brian Laver had  swung over to the  DLP, as is often 
the wont of form er radicals, because he was opposed to the am algam ation 
of th e  m etal trad e  unions. T hen , there  is the H um phrey  M cQueen cam paign 
against Dr. Cairns. At the  A nti-W ar Conference in  February  he delivered 
a paper in w hich he charged Cairns w ith issuing a “call for neo-capitalism ” 
and with conducting a “public  cam paign on V ietnam  (that) is p a rt of his 
en tire  counter-revolutionary pro ject”. His case was constructed from a series 
of selective quo tations taken ou t of context and situation , and sometimes linked 
by innuendo  to the reactionary statem ents of o th er people*. W hile M cQueen’s 
tone lacks T eichm ann’s shrillness and intem perance, this merely makes the 
contents m ore convincing to  those unable to check the  original sources. C on­
spiratorial reports circulate th a t C airns is a ‘neo-capitalist’, a ‘co u n te r­
revolutionist’, even a ‘w arm onger’. In  M elbourne a pam phlet issued by Tocsin 
adds some m ore isolated quotes of C airns’ to th e  original list. And in Brisbane 
we hear there  is docum ented proof th a t C airns is playing a counter-revolutionary 
role in  th e  A nti-W ar m ovement.
It's no t th a t people spreading this verbal violence are always acting ou t of 
m alice or insincerity — who can deem their m otives — b u t we m ust stop it 
somewhere. And if no t through the  responsibility  of each individual, where 
the;n?
R a l p h  V . S u m m y
COMMUNIST ACTIVITY AND LABOR PARTY CHANGE
IT  SEEMS T O  ME th a t Jo h n  Sendy in his article  on “Socialism and the ALP 
L eft” in your M arch num ber makes the m istake of try ing  to analyse the  ALP 
w ithout taking in to  account th e  influence th a t can and m ust be exerted upon  it 
by a  m uch strengthened Com m unist Party  applying u n ited  front policies.
* A slightly revised version of M cQueen’s orig inal paper will appear in a fo rth ­
coming issue of Arena, which will also contain an  extensive reply to the  charges 
he levels a t Cairns.
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